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The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows:
A bill (H.R. 2752) to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior to sell certain public land in 
Lincoln County through a competitive proc-
ess. 

A bill (H.R. 4579) to provide for the ex-
change of certain lands within the State of 
Utah.

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bills. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bills be 
read the third time and passed, the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table, and any statements relating to 
the bills be printed in the RECORD, with 
the above occurring en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bills (H.R. 2752 and H.R. 4579) 
were read the third time and passed. 

f 

GLOBAL ROLE V: ROLES OF THE 
GOVERNMENT, THE PEOPLE, 
AND THE MILITARY IN WAR-
MAKING 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, today, 
with my dear friend and wonderful col-
league from Kansas, Senator ROBERTS, 
we come to the fifth and final in our se-
ries of floor discussions on the global 
role of the United States. We will begin 
with consideration of the key instru-
ments of national security policy, and 
we will conclude this series with a 
presentation of what we have learned 
over the course of these dialogs. 

The inspiration for the first of to-
day’s topics comes from a source we 
have often cited in this series: The 
great 19th century military thinker, 
Karl von Clausewitz, who wrote in his 
seminal work on war these words:

Its dominant tendencies always make war 
a paradoxical trinity. The passions that are 
to be kindled in war must already be inher-
ent in the people. The scope which the play 
of courage and talent will enjoy in the realm 
of probability and chance depends on the 
particular character of the commander and 
the army; but the political aims are the busi-
ness of government alone. 

These three tendencies are like three dif-
ferent codes of law, deep rooted in their sub-
ject and yet variable in their relationship to 
one another. A theory that ignores any one 
of them or seeks to fix an arbitrary relation-
ship between them would conflict with re-
ality to such an extent that for this reason 
alone, it would be totally useless. 

Our task, therefore is to develop a theory 
that maintains a balance between these 
three tendencies, like an object suspended 
between three magnets.

Attempts to find the proper balance 
between the roles of the people, the 
military and the government when 
America goes to war have been a major 
feature of the last 35 years, from the 
Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, to Oper-
ation Desert Storm, to Operation Al-
lied Force. In my opinion, it is an ef-
fort which has not been overly success-
ful. Certainly in the case of Vietnam, 
there was no real attempt to mobilize 

the American public in support of the 
war effort, nor for the Executive 
Branch to seek or the Congress to de-
mand that the Constitutional role of 
the Congress to legitimize the conduct 
of hostilities be exercised. But I would 
also contend that much the same pat-
tern is evident in more recent Amer-
ican interventions in the Balkans, and 
to an only somewhat lesser extent in 
the Gulf War. 

The fact that we have emerged from 
all of these military interventions 
without major harm—though the nega-
tive impact from Vietnam was far from 
negligible—is a tribute to the efforts of 
our servicemen and women, the capa-
bilities of our weaponry, but also, I 
would suggest, the fact that our vital 
national interests were never threat-
ened in these cases. Only the Cold War, 
which by and large was prosecuted ef-
fectively, both militarily and politi-
cally and on a bipartisan basis, and in 
which we achieved a decisive victory, 
posed such a threat in the last half cen-
tury. 

We have spent much of the time in 
previous dialogues in discussing the 
proper ends of American national secu-
rity policy in the post-Cold War era, 
but if we don’t fix the problems in this 
‘‘holy trinity’’ of means—the roles of 
the public, the military and the gov-
ernment—we are going to be contin-
ually frustrated in our achievement of 
whatever objectives we set. 

Let’s start with the first of Clause-
witz’ trinity: the people. 

The post-Cold War world is not only 
producing changes abroad—changes 
which we have spoken of at some 
length in our previous global role dis-
cussions—but also a number of alter-
ations here at home. Over the past dec-
ade or so, we have seen a democratiza-
tion in terms of our foreign and defense 
policies in the sense that the American 
public is less and less disposed to leave 
these matters to the ‘‘experts,’’ and to 
trust the assurances of the ‘‘Establish-
ment’’ with respect to the benefits of 
internationalism. 

While there is certainly nothing 
wrong with such skepticism, and in-
deed a demand for accountability is a 
healthy and appropriate attitude for 
the public to take, whether on national 
security or any other public policy, 
this democratization of national secu-
rity policy has been marked by wide-
spread public disengagement from the 
details of that policy: 

For example, a 1997 Wall Street Jour-
nal/NBC News survey found that for-
eign policy and defense ranked last, at 
9 percent, among issues cited by the 
public as the most important matters 
facing the country. 

A 1997 Washington Post/Kaiser Foun-
dation/Harvard poll discovered that 64 
percent of the American public thought 
that foreign aid was the largest compo-
nent of the federal budget, when in fact 
it is one of the smallest at approxi-
mately 1 percent. 

A 1999 Penn and Schoen survey dis-
covered that nearly half—48 percent—
of the American public felt that the 
U.S. was ‘‘too engaged’’ in inter-
national problems, while just 16 per-
cent expressed the view that we are 
‘‘not engaged enough.’’ 

A 1999 poll for the Program on Inter-
national Policy Attitudes found that 
only 28 percent of the American people 
wanted the U.S. government to pro-
mote further globalization while 34 per-
cent wanted our government to try to 
slow or reverse it, and another 33 per-
cent preferred that we simply allow it 
to continue at its own pace, as we are 
doing now. 

Related to these results, I personally 
believe that the end of the draft and 
the dramatic reductions in defense per-
sonnel levels in recent years—since 
FY85 the size of our armed forces de-
creased by 30 percent—has produced a 
growing disconnect between the Amer-
ican public and the American military, 
with fewer and fewer people having rel-
atives or friends in the military, or liv-
ing in communities in which a military 
base is a dominant feature of the local 
economy. This growing separation be-
tween the military and civilian worlds 
has produced a profound impact on the 
perspectives and performance of the 
U.S. government when it comes to the 
use of force, and I will return to this 
point later. 

We can bemoan the public’s skep-
ticism and disengagement, and wish 
that it didn’t exist, but it is a fact 
which impacts on all major foreign and 
defense policy issues facing the Con-
gress. We saw it in the NAFTA debate, 
and in the debates on Iraq, NATO and 
the Balkans. 

Now, I believe that the critics of for-
eign trade and foreign engagement 
raise important and legitimate con-
cerns which need to be addressed. I do 
not believe we can stand behind plati-
tudes that ‘‘foreign trade is always 
good,’’ or ‘‘U.S. leadership is always es-
sential.’’ In my view, the burden is now 
on those who would urge engagement 
overseas, whether military, political or 
economic. As the just discussed public 
opinion data indicate, they have their 
work cut out for them, with widespread 
indifference, lack of knowledge and 
doubt about the value of such engage-
ment. However, it is a debate worth 
having, and indeed is essential if we are 
to achieve the kind of national con-
sensus we need in this post-Cold War 
era. 

The second of the war-making trinity 
of Clausewitz is the military itself. 
Lets talk about the military. The sub-
ject of military reform is a fascinating 
and important one in its own right, but 
is somewhat beyond the scope of our 
dialogues on the U.S. global role. How-
ever, I would like to touch on a few 
areas in which the specific needs of our 
Armed Forces, and the perspectives of 
and about the American military have 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:23 Dec 21, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00134 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S03OC0.005 S03OC0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE 20517 October 3, 2000 
a direct bearing on our role as policy- 
makers. 

As perhaps the leading military ana-
lyst of the Vietnam War, Colonel Harry 
Summers, wrote in his excellent book 
On Strategy: The Vietnam War in Con-
text: 

Prior to any future commitment of U.S. 
military forces our military leaders must in-
sist that the civilian leadership provide tan-
gible, obtainable political goals. The polit-
ical objective cannot merely be a platitude 
but must be stated in concrete terms. While 
such objectives may very well change during 
the course of the war, it is essential that we 
begin with an understanding of where we in-
tend to go. I couldn’t have said it better. As 
Clausewitz said, we should not ‘‘take the 
first step without considering the last . . .’’ 
There is an inherent contradiction between 
the military and its civilian leaders on this 
issue. For both domestic and international 
political purposes the civilian leaders want 
maximum flexibility and maneuverability 
and are hesitant to fix on firm objectives. 
The military on the other hand need just 
such a firm objective as early as possible in 
order to plan and conduct military oper-
ations. That is according to Harry Summers. 

Mr. President, I know all too well the 
kind of price that is paid by our men 
and women in uniform when our polit-
ical leaders fail to lay out clear and 
specific objectives. More than thirty 
years ago, in Vietnam we lacked clear 
and specific objectives. We attempted 
to use our military to impose our will 
in a region far from our shores and, in 
my view, far from our vital national in-
terests, and without ever fully engag-
ing the Congress or the American peo-
ple in the process. The result was a 
conflict where the politicians failed to 
provide clear political objectives and 
where our policy was never fully under-
stood or fully supported by the Amer-
ican people. From what I have seen 
since I came to this distinguished body 
in 1997, we have made very little 
progress on any of these fronts in the 
years since that time when it comes to 
America going to war. 

The trend discussed earlier of a grow-
ing disconnect between the military 
and civilians has been perhaps even 
more pronounced among national for-
eign and defense policy-makers. A 
groundbreaking recent study, orga-
nized by the North Carolina Triangle 
Institute for Security Studies and enti-
tled ‘‘Project on the Gap Between Mili-
tary and Civilian Society,’’ made a 
number of major findings relevant to 
our discussion today. Let me quote 
from the Project’s Digest of Findings 
and Studies: 

Americans in the national political elite 
are increasingly losing a personal connection 
to the military. For the first 75 years of the 
20th Century, there was a significant ‘‘vet-
eran’s advantage’’ in American politics: al-
ways a higher percentage of veterans in Con-
gress than in the comparable age cohort in 
the general population. This veteran’s ad-
vantage has eroded over the past twenty-five 
years in both chambers of Congress and 
across both parties. Beginning in the mid- 
1990s, there has been a lower percentage of 

veterans in the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives than in the comparable cohort 
in the population at large . . . Compared to 
historical trends, military veterans seem 
now to be under-represented in the national 
political elite. 

This particular growing disconnec-
tion is having a major impact on the 
central topic of our global role dia-
logues. To quote again from the Tri-
angle Institute report: 

The presence of veterans in the national 
political elite has a profound effect on the 
use of force in American foreign policy. At 
least since 1816, there has been a very dura-
ble pattern in U.S. behavior: the more vet-
erans in the national political elite, the less 
likely the United States is to initiate the use 
of force in the international arena. The ef-
fect is statistically stronger than many 
other factors known to influence the use of 
force . . . The trend of a declining rate of 
veterans in the national political elite may 
suggest a continued high rate of military in-
volvement in conflicts in the coming years. 

I find that statistic astounding. 
One part of the Triangle Institute 

study, titled ‘‘The Civilian-Military 
Gap and the American Use of Force 
1816–1992,’’ found: 
two broad clusters of opinion that track with 
military experience, yielding what we call 
civilian hawks and military doves. 

Specifically, this particular survey 
discovered that civilian leaders are 
more willing to use force but more 
likely to want to impose restrictions 
on the level of force to be used, and 
more supportive of human rights objec-
tives, while military leaders are more 
reluctant to use force but prefer fewer 
restrictions on what level of force to 
employ, and tend to support more tra-
ditional ‘‘Realpolitik’’ objectives for 
U.S. foreign policy. Fascinating. Inter-
estingly, civilian leaders with prior 
military experience were found to hold 
views closer to the military rather 
than civilian leadership. 

In other words, those who have seen 
the face of battle are more reticent 
about resorting to force than those 
who have not. This does not mean 
they—I should say we—are necessarily 
right in any particular case, but it 
should certainly give ‘‘civilian hawks’’ 
some pause in considering recourse to 
an instrument whose chief practi-
tioners are wary of utilizing. Above all, 
as was the case with the government 
needing to engage the public far more 
effectively on questions of foreign pol-
icy, so must the military and the gov-
ernment—including the Congress 
—more effectively engage each other if 
we are ever going to achieve the kind 
of balance which Clausewitz wrote of. 

This leads me to the third and final 
piece of the Clausewitz trinity: the 
government. As I noted earlier, Colonel 
Summers emphasized that military 
leaders must insist that the civilian 
leadership provide tangible, obtainable 
political goals. In this country, that 
duty rests squarely on the shoulders of 
the President and Congress when it 
comes to the business of war, as out-

lined by our Founding Fathers when 
they drafted our Constitution. 

Under the Constitution, war powers 
are divided. Article I, Section 8, gives 
Congress the power to declare war and 
raise and support the armed forces, 
while Article II, Section 2 declares the 
President to be Commander in Chief. 
With this division of authority there 
has also been constant disagreement, 
not only between the executive and 
legislative branches, but between indi-
vidual members of Congress as well, as 
we have seen in our most recent de-
bates on authorizing the intervention 
in Kosovo and on the Byrd-Warner 
amendment concerning current funding 
of that very operation, dare I say war. 
Judging by the text of the Constitution 
and the debate that went into its draft-
ing, however, members of Congress 
have a right, and I would say an obliga-
tion, to play a key role in the making 
of war and in determination of the 
proper use of our armed forces, which 
has brought Senator PAT ROBERTS and 
me to this floor, shoulder to shoulder, 
to see if we can’t further articulate and 
work out a consensus on how do we 
commit American forces abroad. 

It is generally agreed that the Com-
mander in Chief role gives the Presi-
dent power to repel attacks against the 
United States and makes him respon-
sible for leading the armed forces. Dur-
ing the Korean and Vietnam conflicts, 
however, this country found itself in-
volved for many years in undeclared 
wars. Many members of Congress be-
came concerned with the erosion of 
congressional authority to decide when 
the United States should become in-
volved in a war or should use our 
armed forces in situations that might 
lead to war. 

On November 7, 1973, the Congress 
passed the War Powers Resolution over 
the veto of President Nixon. As Dante 
Fascell, former Chairman of the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs noted: 

The importance of this law cannot be dis-
counted. Simply stated, the War Powers Res-
olution seeks to restore the balance created 
in the Constitution between the President 
and Congress on questions of peace and war. 
It stipulates the constitutional directions 
that the President and Congress should be 
partners in such vital questions—to act to-
gether, not in separate ways. 

The War Powers Resolution has two 
key requirements. Section 4(a) requires 
the President to submit a report to 
Congress within forty-eight hours 
whenever troops are introduced into 
hostilities or situations where immi-
nent involvement in hostilities is 
clearly indicated by the circumstances. 
Section 5(b) then stipulates that if U.S. 
armed forces have been sent into situa-
tions of actual or imminent hostilities 
the President must remove the troops 
within sixty days—ninety days if he re-
quests a delay—unless Congress de-
clares war or otherwise authorizes the 
use of force. The resolution also pro-
vides that Congress can compel the 
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President to withdraw the troops at 
any time by passing a joint resolution. 
It is important to note, however, that 
since the adoption of the War Powers 
Resolution, every President has taken 
the position that it is an unconstitu-
tional infringement by the Congress on 
the President’s authority as Com-
mander-in-Chief, and the courts have 
not directly addressed this vital ques-
tion. 

I would submit that although the 
Congress tried to reassert itself after 
the Vietnam War with the enactment 
of the War Powers Resolution, we have 
continued to be a timid, sometimes 
non-existent player in the government 
that Clausewitz emphasized must play 
a vital role in creating the balance nec-
essary for an effective war-making ef-
fort. Since I came to the Senate, it has 
been my observation that the current 
system by which the Executive and 
Legislative Branches discharge their 
respective Constitutional duties in 
committing American servicemen and 
women into harm’s way has become in-
adequate. Congress continually lacks 
sufficient and timely information as to 
policy objectives and means prior to 
the commitment of American forces. 
And then, in my opinion, Congress 
largely abdicates its responsibilities 
for declaring war and controlling the 
purse with inadequate and ill-timed 
consideration of operations. 

Perhaps this failure has been a long 
time in the making. My dear friend and 
colleague Senator BYRD so eloquently 
stated in an earlier address to this 
body on the history of the Senate,

We remember December 7, 1941, as a day of 
infamy. We mourn the hundreds of American 
servicemen who died at Pearl Harbor, and 
the thousands who gave their lives in the 
war that followed. We might also mourn the 
abrupt ending of the debate over American 
foreign policy. While history proved Presi-
dent Roosevelt and his followers more cor-
rect than their isolationist opponents, it also 
buried for decades the warnings of the isola-
tionists that the United States should not 
aspire to police the world, nor should it in-
tervene at will in the affairs of other nations 
in this hemisphere or elsewhere.

A very wise statement by Senator 
BYRD. 

Reasons for the failure of the War 
Powers Resolution and for our current 
difficulties abound. I believe that part 
of our problem stems from the disputed 
and uncertain role of the War Powers 
Resolution of 1973 in governing the 
conduct of the President, as well as the 
Congress, with respect to the introduc-
tion of American forces into hostile 
situations. Once again, these disputes 
continue to resound between both the 
branches and individual members of 
the legislative branch. 

In all honesty, however, the realities 
of our government highlight the fact 
that while the legislature can urge, re-
quest, and demand that the President 
consult with members of Congress on 
decisions to use force, it cannot compel 

him to follow any of the advice that it 
might care to offer. With that in mind, 
as an institution, Congress can do no 
more than give or withhold its permis-
sion to use force. And while this ‘‘use it 
or lose it’’ quality of congressional au-
thorizations may make many members 
leery about acting on a crisis too soon, 
delays will virtually guarantee, as Sen-
ator Arthur Vandenberg once stated, 
that crises will ‘‘never reach Congress 
until they have developed to a point 
where congressional discretion is pa-
thetically restricted.’’ 

What a great quote. I felt that cer-
tainly as I tried to vote properly in 
this Chamber months ago in regard to 
Milosevic and his intervention in 
Kosovo. 

Mr. President, I believe that in view 
of our obligations to the national in-
terest, to the Constitution and to the 
young American servicemen and 
women whose very lives are at stake 
whether it be a ‘‘contingency oper-
ation’’ or a full-scale war, neither the 
executive or legislative branches 
should be satisfied with the current sit-
uation which results in uncertain sig-
nals to the American people, to over-
seas friends and foes, and to our armed 
forces personnel. In making our deci-
sion to authorize military action, Con-
gress should work to elicit all advice 
and information from the President on 
down to the battlefield commanders, 
make a sound decision based on this in-
formation, and then leave battlefield 
management in the hands of those 
competent and qualified to carry out 
such a task. Only then will the proper 
roles and balance of the triad Clause-
witz spoke of be obtained. And only 
then will our decisions to commit 
troops be based on the principles we 
spoke of in our earlier dialogs: (1) a 
vital national interest, (2) with clear 
national policy and objectives, and (3) 
with a well-defined exit strategy. As 
Senator Mansfield once stressed,

In moments of crisis, at least, the Presi-
dent and the Congress cannot be adversaries; 
they must be allies who together, must de-
lineate the path to guide the nation’s mas-
sive machinery of government in a fashion 
which serves the interests of the people and 
is acceptable to the people.

Beautifully said. 
In light of the problems and issues 

just discussed, I would like to take a 
moment to discuss S. 2851, a bill I re-
cently introduced with Senators ROB-
ERTS and JEFFORDS, which seeks to find 
a more workable system for Presi-
dential and congressional interaction 
on the commitment of American forces 
into combat situations. It is a bill de-
rived from the current system for Pres-
idential approval and reporting to Con-
gress on covert operations, a system 
which was established by Public Law 
102–88 in 1991. By most accounts, this 
system has been accepted by both 
branches and has worked very well 
with respect to covert operations, pro-

ducing both better decisionmaking in 
the executive branch and improved 
congressional input and oversight with 
respect to these operations. Since overt 
troop deployments into hostilities al-
most certainly constitute a greater 
risk to American interests and to 
American lives, I believe such a system 
represents the very least we should do 
to improve the approval and oversight 
process with respect to overt military 
operations. It does not bind or limit 
the executive branch or military, but 
seeks to build upon the principles we 
have covered throughout our global 
roles dialog. 

Precisely because the United States 
is a democracy, it is important that 
policy decisions be made democrat-
ically. As Michael Walzer observes in 
his article ‘‘Deterrence and Democ-
racy’’: ‘‘The test of a democracy is not 
that the right side wins the political 
battle, but that there is a political bat-
tle.’’ Policies that pass through public 
debate and inspection emerge all the 
stronger for it, because they enjoy 
greater respect both at home and 
abroad. Instead of seeing executive-leg-
islative conflict over foreign policy as 
a cause for dismay, we should recognize 
that healthy democracies argue over 
the wisdom of policies. Debate is what, 
ultimately, produces better policy. And 
this is precisely the role of the govern-
ment, both the President and Congress, 
in fulfilling our constitutional duties 
and achieving the proper balance of the 
Clausewitz trilogy. 

I believe the case has clearly been 
made that the public, the military, and 
the government—the three under-
pinnings of successful national security 
policy—are not now in proper ‘‘bal-
ance,’’ to use Clausewitz’ term. Each 
part of this trinity is skeptical and in-
creasingly disengaged from the other 
two, with a number of significant and 
negative effects on our national inter-
est which we have discussed today and 
in previous dialogs: a widening divide 
between the aspirations of American 
foreign policy-makers and the Con-
gress’ and the public’s willingness to fi-
nance the necessary means is one such 
point; a military and civilian leader-
ship which sees America’s role in the 
world and the means appropriate to se-
cure those ends in vastly different 
terms; a national government which is 
deeply divided along partisan lines and 
between the executive and legislative 
branches. 

I suggest the chief responsibility for 
fixing this dysfunctional system lies 
squarely with us in the government. As 
Clausewitz said, ‘‘the political aims are 
the business of government alone,’’ and 
it is the political aims which drive, or 
at least should drive, both military re-
quirements and the public’s engage-
ment, or disengagement, from Amer-
ican policy. We must find more and 
better ways of communicating with our 
constituents on the realities of our na-
tional interests and the real costs of 
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securing them. We must find more and 
better ways to increase the exchange of 
experiences and ideas between the gov-
ernment and the military. And we 
must find more and better ways of en-
suring that both the executive and leg-
islative branches properly fulfill their 
constitutional responsibilities in the 
arena of national security policy. 

Professor of Strategic Studies at 
Johns Hopkins University Eliot Cohen 
closed his paper on ‘‘The Unequal Dia-
logue: The Civil-Military Gap and the 
Use of Force,’’ which is a very inter-
esting series of case studies on effec-
tive, and ineffective, civilian and mili-
tary interaction during wartime, with 
these observations, which are ex-
tremely relevant to our discussion 
today:

(The lessons of serious conflict) are, above 
all, that political leaders must immerse 
themselves in the conduct of war no less 
than they do in great projects of domestic 
legislation; that they must master their 
military briefs as thoroughly as they do 
their civilian ones; that they must demand 
and expect from their military subordinates 
a candor as bruising as it is necessary; that 
both groups must expect a running conversa-
tion in which, although civilian opinion will 
not dictate, it must dominate; that that con-
versation will include not only ends and poli-
cies, but ways and means.

In other words, we in Government, 
the constitutionally established polit-
ical leaders, must step up to the plate 
and do our jobs when it comes to na-
tional security policy—especially when 
it comes to making war—with great 
humility as to our own limitations, 
with great care and forethought, but 
with diligence and determination. 

Mr. President, it is my honor and dis-
tinct personal privilege to yield to the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas, 
Mr. ROBERTS, for further remarks. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, before 
I begin, I would like to pay tribute and 
special thanks to Scott Kindsvater, 
who happens to come from my home-
town of Dodge City, KS, who is a major 
in the U.S. Air Force and is a congres-
sional fellow in my office. He is an F–
15 pilot second to none. He is going to 
be assigned to the Pentagon. His tour 
of duty will end about the same time as 
the election. I thank him for all of his 
help, all of his homework, all of his 
study, and for gathering together the 
material that has been so helpful to me 
to take part in this foreign policy dia-
log. 

I thank my good friend and col-
league, Senator CLELAND. We again 
come to the floor of the Senate for 
what is our fifth dialog with regard to 
our Nation’s role in global affairs and 
our vital national security interests. 
This effort has been prompted by our 
conviction, as the Senator has said, 
that such a dialog, such a process is ab-
solutely necessary, if we are to arrive 
at a better bipartisan consensus on na-
tional security policy, a consensus our 
Nation deserves and needs but has been 
lacking since the end of the cold war. 

Both Senator CLELAND and I have the 
privilege of serving together on the 
Senate Armed Services Committee. 
The distinguished Presiding Officer 
also serves on that committee and pro-
vides very valuable service. As a mat-
ter of fact, Senator CLELAND and I sit 
directly opposite one another. During 
hearing after hearing on the leading 
national security issues of the past 4 
years, it became obvious that while we 
did not agree on each and every issue, 
we shared many similar views and con-
cerns. I call it ‘‘the foreign policy and 
national security eyebrow syndrome’’; 
that is to say, when MAX and I hear 
testimony we think is off the mark, a 
little puzzling, or downright silly, our 
eyebrows go up, and that is usually fol-
lowed by a great deal of head shaking 
and commiserating. 

The result has been a series of for-
eign policy dialogs: No. 1, what is the 
U.S. global role? No. 2, how do we de-
fine and defend U.S. vital national se-
curity interests? No. 3, what is the role 
of multilateral organizations in the 
world today and our role within them? 
No. 4, when and how should U.S. mili-
tary forces be deployed? 

Today Senator CLELAND has chosen a 
theme taken from the 19th century 
military strategist, Gen. Karl von 
Clausewitz, called ‘‘The Trinity of War 
Making,’’ or the role of government, 
the military, and the public in con-
ducting and implementing our national 
security policy. 

Finally, in closing these dialogs for 
this session of Congress by Senator 
CLELAND, I have prepared a summary of 
agreed upon principles which we sug-
gest to this body that both he and I be-
lieve represent a suggested roadmap for 
the next administration and the Con-
gress. 

With regard to two of the Clausewitz 
so-called trinities, the need for govern-
ment to gain public support for na-
tional security policy, Senator 
CLELAND already summarized our pur-
pose very well when he said:

We must find more and better ways of com-
municating with our constituents on the re-
alities of our national interests and the costs 
in securing them.

Senator CLELAND went on to say:
We must find more and better ways to in-

crease the exchange of experiences and ideas 
between our Government and our military.

Finally, MAX said:
We must find more and better ways of en-

suring that both the executive and our legis-
lative branches properly fulfill their con-
stitutional responsibilities in the arena of 
national security policy.

In this regard, I will comment on the 
first of Senator CLELAND’s points, the 
fact that our political leadership must 
make sure that the public understands 
and supports the use of military force. 

Former Joint Chief of Staff, Gen. 
Colin Powell asserted our troops must 
go into battle with the support and un-
derstanding of the American people. 

General Powell contended back in 1993 
that the key to using force is to first 
match the political expectations to 
military means in a wholly realistic 
way and, second, to attain very deci-
sive results. He said a decision to use 
force must be made with clear purpose 
in mind and added that if the purpose 
is too murky—and, goodness knows, we 
have had a lot of that in recent years—
our political leadership will eventually 
have to find clarity. 

As Senator CLELAND has pointed out 
already, unfortunately, today it seems 
that national security and foreign pol-
icy issues represent little more than a 
blip on the public’s radar screen. Obvi-
ously, the public this evening will be 
tuned to either the baseball playoffs or 
the debate. He quoted news surveys and 
polls showing foreign policy and de-
fense ranking last among issues cited 
by the public as most important that 
face the country. That is amazing to 
me. 

A case in point: While we are all 
hopeful that the situation in the 
former Yugoslavia will result in the 
end of the Slobodan Milosevic regime 
and the possible transition to a more 
democratic government, U.S. and 
NATO military intervention and con-
tinued presence in the Balkans lacks a 
clearly defined policy goal or any real-
istic timetable for any conclusion. As a 
result, while most Americans may have 
really forgotten about or are not fo-
cused on Kosovo today, nevertheless, 
6,000 American troops still remain 
there and could remain there for an-
other decade. That is a difficult sell 
with regard to public understanding. 

In that regard, as Senator CLELAND 
has pointed out, Congress bears part of 
that responsibility. It is easy to criti-
cize, but we bear part of that responsi-
bility. Unclear political objectives do 
not allow our military leaders to cre-
ate clear, concise, and effective mili-
tary strategies to accomplish any spe-
cific goal. Unclear political goals lead 
to wars and involvement with no exit 
strategy. 

A brief examination of the chain of 
events leading up to the use of force in 
Kosovo certainly proves the point: 

On March 23 of 1999, the Senate con-
ducted minimal debate regarding the 
use of force in Yugoslavia after troops 
had already been deployed. S. Con. Res. 
21 passed, authorizing the President to 
conduct military air operations. 

On March 24, one day later, combat 
air operations did begin. 

On March 26, the President notified 
Congress, consistent with the War 
Powers Resolution, that operations 
began on March 24. 

On March 27, after the fact, the 
House considered the use of force and 
failed to pass S. Con. Res. 21 on March 
28. 

On April 30, 18 Members of the House, 
having serious objection to that policy, 
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filed suit against the President for con-
ducting military activities without any 
authorization. 

Then on May 20, 1999, the emergency 
supplemental appropriations bill for 
fiscal year 1999 finally passed, and it 
provided funding for the ongoing U.S. 
Kosovo operations. 

On May 25, the 60-day deadline passed 
following Presidential notification of 
military operations, and the President 
didn’t seek a 30-day extension, noting 
instead that the War Powers Resolu-
tion is constitutionally defective. 

Then on February 18, 2000, a Federal 
appeals court affirmed the district 
court decision that the House of Rep-
resentatives Members lacked standing 
to sue the President relative to the 
April 30 suit of the previous year. 

I might add at this juncture that 
Senators CLELAND and SNOWE, I, and 
others had all previously successfully 
amended various appropriations meas-
ures mandating the administration re-
port to the Congress specific policy 
goals and military strategy objectives 
prior to the involvement of any U.S. 
troops.

Most, if not all, of those reports were 
late, were not specific or pertinent to 
the fast changing situation in the Bal-
kans. We at least tried. 

And, Mr. President, I remember well 
the briefing by members of the Admin-
istration with regard to why the ongo-
ing military operation in Kosovo was 
in our vital national interest. I still 
have my notebook and the list: 

The Balkans represent a strategic 
bridge to Europe and the Middle East. 

The current conflict could spin into 
Albania and include Macedonia, Greece 
and Turkey. After all World War I 
started in the same region. 

We should act to prevent a humani-
tarian disaster and massacre of thou-
sands of refugees. 

If we do not act, it will endanger our 
progress in Bosnia. 

The leadership and credibility of 
NATO into the next century is at 
stake. 

We must oppose Serb aggression. 
With all due respect Mr. President, 

these arguments did not match the 
fast-changing conditions in the Bal-
kans. 20–20 hindsight now tells us the 
incremental bombing campaign and 
publicly ruling out the use of ground 
troops exacerbated the refugee tragedy. 

The present Presiding Officer serves 
with me on the Senate Intelligence 
Committee, and we had a hearing after 
part of these problems developed. 
Somehow intelligence reports pre-
dicting the law of unintended effects 
went unheeded or were ignored. 

And, in the end, U.S. stated goals 
changed when the original goals fell 
short. We were assured we were fight-
ing, not for our national interest but 
selflessly to save lives and promote de-
mocracy, fighting in behalf of human-
ity. Mr. President, in my view, neither 

the Senate, the House or the adminis-
tration can square these goals with 
what has actually taken place and is 
taking place in the Balkans. I don’t 
question the intent.

The most optimistic lien today is 
that Kosovo is liberated after the 
mighty efforts of the U.S. led NATO co-
alition. Well, as described by James 
Warren of the Chicago Tribune, it is a 
liberated total mess. 

He quotes British academic and 
international relations analyst Tim-
othy Garton Ash, a professor at St. 
Antony’s College, Oxford, who reviewed 
six books on the conflict with unbiased 
perspective. 

According to Warren, most Ameri-
cans have forgotten about the war by 
now, so they don’t care much about the 
fact the so called winners are totally 
unprepared for dealing with peace. Vio-
lence and chaos reign in Kosovo. The 
victims and the ‘‘good guys,’’ the 
Kosovars have conducted reverse eth-
nic cleansing under the noses of U.S. 
and NATO troops. 

We have, in fact, created a new 
Kosovo apartheid. Having failed to stop 
the killing, we are proving unable to 
win the peace or prevent revenge in-
spired reverse ethnic cleansing. 

Moreover, since the Balkan war, 
badly fought and with no clear end 
game, other nations have increasingly 
been united in criticizing U.S. clout as 
we wield unparalleled power on the 
world stage and have reacted with 
what some refer to as a new arms race. 

Since we can be sure there will be 
other calls for intervention in the 
world, it is incumbent on us to ask 
whether a more effective approach ex-
ists. 

President Clinton has, in fact, pro-
claimed to the world, that if a state 
sought to wipe out large numbers of in-
nocent civilians based on their race or 
religion, the United States should in-
tervene in their behalf. Stated such, a 
public support can be garnered for such 
a policy. 

But, as Kosovo has demonstrated, 
things are not that simple. As Adam 
Wolfson pointed out in his article with-
in Commentary magazine; 

Certainly the vast majority of 
Kosovars were subjected to harassment 
and much worse and their crisis was as 
President Clinton described, a humani-
tarian one. But, the Kosovars also had 
their political objectives and ambi-
tions; an independent Kosovo ruled by 
themselves; a goal they press for today 
by political intimidation and violence. 

The United States has, on the other 
hand, continued to oppose independ-
ence and has supported a multicultural 
society for Kosovo. Vice President 
GORE has said that in Kosovo there 
must be a genuine recognition and re-
spect for difference and the creation of 
a tolerant and open society where ev-
eryone’s rights are respected, regard-
less of ethnic or religious background 

and where all groups can participate in 
government, business, the arts and 
education. 

These are fine and noble goals but 
they are ‘‘ours’’ not those of the 
Kosovars. We have two choices. First, 
we can accept the political ambitions 
for a mono-cultural and independent 
state purged of non Albanians or sec-
ond, we can attempt to stay in Kosovo 
until we can somehow transform en-
trenched and long standing political 
and ethnic culture and teach the values 
of diversity and religious toleration. 
This is on small task and in my view, 
It may not sustainable over the long 
term both in terms of cost, benefit and 
public opinion. 

Will the American people respond? 
Do they even care? In their book, 
‘‘Misreading the Public, the Myth of a 
New Isolationism,’’ Steven Kull and 
I.M. Destler of the Brookings Institu-
tion, make the case that the notion 
that public attitudes are typified today 
by new isolationism, greater paro-
chialism and declining interest in the 
world is simply not true. 

They argue most Americans do not 
believe we should disengage from the 
world and support international en-
gagement and for the United States to 
remain involved but with greater em-
phasis on cooperative and multilateral 
involvement. They also argue that 
when presented with facts, reasonable 
goals and alternatives, that public sup-
port can be gained. 

That is the point, Mr. President. We 
have to do a better job. Member of the 
Senate need to participate in the daily 
grind of overseeing Administration 
policies, passing judgment, and behav-
ing as a co-equal branch. When a ma-
jority, if a majority can be found, feels 
a President oversteps constitutional 
barriers or threatens to do so, we 
should respond with statutory checks, 
not floor speeches and sense-of-the-
Senate resolutions. 

In this regard Senator CLELAND has 
done us a favor with his proposal de-
rived from the current system for Pres-
idential approval and reporting to Con-
gress on covert operations. Senator 
CLELAND has candidly pointed out his 
bill does not represent a consensus 
view and his introduction of the legis-
lation is to stimulate further discus-
sion. Let the discussion begin. 

Mr. President, having spoken to the 
role of government and the public with 
the specific example of Kosovo, let me 
turn to the third topic of the ‘‘Clause-
witz Trinity’’, the military. 

Mr. President, I am sure that no Gen-
eral throughout history, be he Clause-
witz or Eisenhower would condone 
sending troops that are not ready into 
battle. In the not-mincing-any-words 
department, I am concerned and frus-
trated that our United States Military 
today is stressed, strained, and in too 
many cases hollow. 

I often say in Kansas that our first 
obligation as Members of Congress is to 
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make sure our national security capa-
bility is equal to our vital national se-
curity responsibilities. How do we do 
this? 

One way is to do exactly what Sen-
ator CLELAND and I try to do and that 
is to personally visit our men and 
women in uniform stationed here at 
home and throughout the world. We, 
along with a majority of members of 
the Armed Services Committee, visit 
with and seek advice from the ranks; 
our enlisted, our non-commissioned of-
ficers, officers and commanders. 

Mr. President, when doing that and 
when making remarks and observa-
tions before many military groups; ac-
tive duty, reserve and guard units, I al-
ways acknowledge those in the mili-
tary must operate and perform their 
duties within the chain of command. 
But, I also ask them for their candor 
and honesty. 

And they have provide me and others 
that with spades. 

Those in the Navy tell me the Navy 
cannot or soon will not be able to per-
form assigned duties with current force 
structure. The bottom line is there are 
not enough ships or submarines in the 
fleet and training and weapons inven-
tories are inadequate. 

Those in the Army tell me the train-
ing and doctrine command is almost 
broken and peacekeeping operations 
are taking their toll on combat readi-
ness. 

Those in the Air Force repeat what is 
common knowledge—pilot retention 
problems are legion. The Air Force is 
short about 1,200 pilots today. Stra-
tegic lift in both air and sea is inad-
equate. 

The Marines tell this former marine 
they have significant problems in the 
operation and maintenance of their 
Harrier and helicopter fleet. They tell 
me they are meeting their recruiting 
and retention challenges but they are 
working harder and harder to achieve 
that goal. 

Overall, those in command tell us—
and the figures are plain to see—that 
operation and maintenance accounts 
have been robbed for eight years to pay 
for ever increasing peace keeping and 
now peace enforcement missions. 

Spare parts are hard to come by, we 
are short of weapons both for practice 
and combat. Mission capable rates are 
consistently down. Recent press re-
ports state 12 of 20 major Army train-
ing centers are rated C–4, the lowest 
readiness rating. A Navy Inspector 
General Report says Navy fliers are 
leaving port at a lower stage of readi-
ness. The Air Force reports that its 
readiness rates for warplane squadrons 
continues to decline. 

Many units are on frequent tem-
porary duty assignments or are de-
ployed most of the year on missions 
that many believe are of questionable 
value. When the troops come home, 
their training is shortchanged based on 

the lack of time available for training 
and lack of resources. Maintenance re-
quired for old equipment takes signifi-
cant time away from other missions, 
from family and it is very costly. 

There is another related problem and 
challenge, that of morale. There is a 
growing uneasiness with military men 
and women that their leadership either 
does not care or is out of touch with 
their problems. By leadership, I am in-
cluding the Congress of the United 
States. Soldiers, sailors, airmen, ma-
rines tell me they are stressed out and 
dissatisfied and leaving. 

This has been an anecdotal out-
pouring from military commanders in 
the field simply fed up with current 
quality of life and readiness stress. 
Pick up any service, military or de-
fense publication or read any story in 
the press and what we have is equal op-
portunity frustration. 

A February study by the Center for 
Strategic and International Studies 
warns us about ‘‘stress on personnel 
and families, problems with recruiting 
and retention, and for some, declining 
trust and confidence in the military in-
stitution and its leaders.’’

Half of the respondents in the survey 
said their unit did not have high mo-
rale and two thirds said stress was a 
problem. A recent Army study at Fort 
Leavenworth, the intellectual center of 
the Army, located in my homes state 
of Kansas, warned the number of lieu-
tenants and captains leaving the Army 
is now over 60% compared to 48% a dec-
ade ago. 

In a survey taken at Fort Benning, 
outgoing captains complained they 
were disillusioned with the Army mis-
sion and lifestyle, struggling to main-
tain a functional family life. The 
American soldier has gone from a 
homeland protector of vital national 
interests to nomadic peace keeper. His 
weapons, on the cutting edge, some 
complain are beginning to rust. 

During this time there has been quite 
a transition period Mr. President. 
Stretching from the Reagan, Bush, and 
Clinton administrations, military per-
sonnel levels declined by 40 percent, 
spending dropped 35 percent and mean-
while the number of U.S. forces sta-
tioned abroad increased and remains 
high. 

Under Secretary for Defense for Ac-
quisition and Technology, Jacques 
Gansler recently stated:

We are trapped in a death spiral. The re-
quirement to maintain our aging equipment 
is costing us more each year in repair costs, 
down time and maintenance tempo. But, we 
must keep this equipment in repair to main-
tain readiness. It drains our resources—re-
sources we should apply to modernization of 
the traditional systems and development of 
new systems. 

So we stretch out our replacement sched-
ules to ridiculous lengths and reduce the 
quantities of new equipment we purchase, 
raising the cost and still durther delaying 
modernization.

I am very concerned if what I have 
described is even close to factual—and 
I am afraid it is based upon my own 
conversations with the men and women 
of our military, that we are headed in 
a very dangerous direction. 

I realize the readiness of our military 
has become an issue in the current 
presidential campaign. And, it is not 
my intent to take sides in that debate 
during this policy forum. I might add I 
think in some ways this debate is long 
overdue. 

Another way to determine our mili-
tary readiness is to ask those in 
charge. And, Senator CLELAND and I, 
along with members of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee did just 
that last week. The joint chiefs of staff 
came before the committee. Not with-
out some not so subtle advice from on 
high. 

Prior to the joint chiefs testimony, 
Administration spokesman Kenneth 
Bacon said Defense Secretary Cohen 
told the Chiefs he expected them to 
play straight on the readiness issue, to 
give the facts, not to ‘‘beat the drum 
with a tin cup’’ but to talk honestly 
about the pressures they face from the 
operations their forces are undergoing. 

Well, Mr. Bacon need not have wor-
ried. The Chiefs testified and shot pret-
ty straight. On an annual basis the Ma-
rines said they needed approximately 
$1.5 billion to be the fully modernized 
911 force in readiness we expect of 
them. The Air Force told us they need-
ed $20 to $30 billion, the Navy some $17 
billion and the Army $10 billion. That 
totaled up to somewhere between $48 to 
$60 billion more the Chiefs feel each 
service needs to perform its mission. 

Those figures, by the way, compare 
with a recent estimate by the Congres-
sional Budget Office regarding the cost 
the CBO deems necessary to enable the 
services to meet their mission obliga-
tions. 

Lord knows what the Chiefs would 
have requested if they had beat the 
drum with a tin cup. And, I must admit 
I am disappointed by the suggestion in 
Mr. Bacon’s warning that the chiefs 
would ever provide anything but their 
honest testimony before the Congress, 
after all each of the Chiefs swore to 
provide their honest, candid assess-
ment during their nomination hear-
ings. 

I always assume they do just that. 
With all of the pressures of the cur-

rent political season, perhaps Mr. Ba-
con’s concern was understandable, 
after all he is a spokesman. 

I brought a tin cup to the hearings 
last week. The distinguished acting 
Presiding Officer looked with some 
shock and amazement as I had a tin 
cup and poured water into it. I de-
scribed all the missions that the mili-
tary had. Then I described what they 
had to work with. I said: Keep pouring 
the water and some water might come 
out. In other words, the services can’t 
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carry all the water they were intended 
to carry. Of course, what I didn’t say 
was that I had drilled a hole in the cup. 
Of course, some of the water was com-
ing out. But it made a good audiovisual 
tool. 

I thank the distinguished Senator for 
his help. I didn’t bring one here to-
night. Don’t worry. We are not going to 
get anybody wet.

To be fair, Mr. Bacon stated he be-
lieves our forces are well equipped, 
trained and led. I will acknowledge the 
‘‘led’’ part. The point is too much at-
tention has been placed on the tip of 
the spear of U.S. military might. 

Mr. Bacon is correct, the Secretary 
of Defense is correct, and others are 
correct. I think we all agree that the 
tip of the spear is ready. It is tough and 
it is lethal. 

But, just as important but not often 
discussed is the shaft of the spear. 
Range, sustainability, lethality, accu-
racy and the deterrence capacity of the 
spear as a weapon is greatly reduced if 
the shaft is weak or damaged. 

What comprises the shaft of our mili-
tary readiness spear? 

Let us try the adequacy of critical 
air and sea lift to sustain the force or 
get the force to the fight in a timely 
manner. 

Let us try the adequacy of the re-
serve of key repair parts and weapons 
inventory to sustain the battle. 

Let us talk about the effectiveness 
and adequacy of training time and 
funding. 

We should mention the impact of 
quality of life from pay to health care 
to housing on the warrior’s willing-
ness—and they are warriors—to com-
mit to a career in the military. 

We should mention the impact of the 
significant operational tempo of the 
military and the impact that has on 
the total military spear. 

We should also mention the effect of 
mission quality and duration on readi-
ness to fight and win the nation’s wars; 
and 

The services’ preparation for the fu-
ture, joint battlefield in an environ-
ment where asymmetric warfare will 
be the norm and the battlefield may be 
in an urban environment. 

I do not mean to pick on Mr. Bacon, 
notwithstanding his comments, the 
primary purpose of our military as de-
fined from Clausewitz to Colin Powell 
is the readiness of the force to carry 
out the National Strategy. I have grave 
concerns that if we look behind the tip 
of the spear of U.S. military readiness, 
our forces are not ready. And, if that is 
banging on our readiness capability 
with a tin cup, so be it. 

The point is that we in the Congress 
have the obligation and responsibility 
to provide the resources our Armed 
Forces need to protect our vital na-
tional interests. 

There is the real debate that should 
take place. Our former NATO allied 

commander, Wes Clark recently asked 
the real pertinent question. How 
should the armed services be used? If 
readiness is a priority, what is it we 
should be ready for? General Clark said 
it’s high time we had this debate and 
settled the issue. 

While I am not sure we will ever set-
tle the issue, it is time for the debate 
and I have a suggestion, I even have a 
road map. 

The Senator from Georgia has during 
our past dialogues referred to the Com-
mission on America’s National Inter-
ests and the Commission’s valuable 
1996 report. As a matter of fact, we 
have both referred to this report and 
we found it most helpful. 

The good news is that the commis-
sion has updated its findings for the 
year 2000. I have it in my hand. It has 
set forth a clear and easy-to-under-
stand list of recommendations that at 
least in part can answer the question 
posed by General Clark and many oth-
ers: ‘‘Ready for what?’’

Senator CLELAND referred to this 
challenge during his testimony with 
the Joint Chiefs last week. He pointed 
out, as I have tried to do in some re-
spects, America is adrift, spending a 
great deal of time in what may be im-
portant interests we all agree with but 
ignoring matters of vital national in-
terest. 

The authors have summarized the na-
tional interest by saying that we have 
vital national interests: We have ex-
tremely important, we have important, 
and less important or secondary inter-
ests. 

My dear friend knows we are spend-
ing an awful lot of time on important 
issues and less important or secondary 
issues—as far as I am concerned, not 
enough time with extremely important 
and vital. 

I commend this report to the atten-
tion of my colleagues and all interested 
parties. The commission has identified 
six cardinal challenges for our next 
President and the next Congress more 
along the lines of the principles that 
we have agreed to and we will rec-
ommended in just a moment. 

I ask unanimous consent the execu-
tive summary from the report by the 
Commission on America’s National In-
terests, which is much shorter than the 
book, be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing the conclusion of our remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 
Mr. ROBERTS. I yield to my distin-

guished friend. 
Mr. CLELAND. I thank Senator ROB-

ERTS for that wonderful presentation. 
We have reached several conclusions 

in this year-long dialog regarding 
America’s global role. Before I get to 
some of the conclusions, may I say a 
special thank-you to my key staff 
members. Mr. Bill Johnstone, who has 
been the absolute force behind my re-

marks and has helped my thought 
process for a number of years as we 
have discussed American foreign policy 
issues, a special thanks goes to him. A 
special thanks also to Tricia Heller of 
my staff, and Andy Vanlandingham; 
they have been invaluable in helping 
me form some of my conclusions about 
America’s global role in the world. 

I thank very much my dear friend 
from Kansas. It is an honor to be with 
him, continuing our dialog on Amer-
ica’s role in the world in the 21st cen-
tury, particularly in terms of military 
commitments, our footprint around the 
world, so to speak, and its rationale. It 
is a pleasure to stand shoulder to 
shoulder with him in a bipartisan way, 
to see if we can’t find a consensus that 
might lead us well into the 21st cen-
tury in terms of our foreign policy.

Mr. President, when Senator ROB-
ERTS and I embarked on this series of 
Global Role Dialogues back in Feb-
ruary, we set as our goal the initiation 
of a serious debate in this great insti-
tution of the United States Senate on 
the proper role of our country in the 
post-cold war world. We both believed—
and continue to believe—that such a 
process is absolutely necessary if we 
are to arrive at the bipartisan con-
sensus on national security policy 
which our Nation so badly needs, but 
has been lacking since the fall of the 
Soviet Union. While the vagaries of 
Senators’ schedules have unfortunately 
limited somewhat our ability to in-
volve more Senators in this process, I 
want to thank Senators HUTCHISON, 
HAGEL, LUGAR and LEVIN who all made 
important contributions to these dis-
cussions. Senator ROBERTS and I will 
be exploring ways in which we can 
broaden this dialogue in the next Con-
gress. 

When we began our discussions we 
also indicated that we had far more 
questions than definitive answers. And 
while we cannot claim to have found 
any magic solutions or panaceas for 
the challenges facing the United States 
on the global scene as we approach the 
end of the Twentieth Century, I believe 
I can speak for Senator ROBERTS when 
I say that we believe we have learned 
much from the writings and state-
ments of many, many others, in this 
country and abroad, who have thought-
fully considered these questions we 
have been examining. 

We have drawn heavily on the work 
of such entities as the Commission on 
America’s National Interests—on 
which Senator ROBERTS serves with 
distinction—, the U.S. Commission on 
National Security/21st Century, and 
the ODC’s America’s National Interests 
in Multilateral Engagement: A Bipar-
tisan Dialogue. We have consulted the 
work of a large number of academics, 
and governmental, military and opin-
ion leaders from around the world. 
And, for myself, I have certainly 
learned a great deal from my friend 
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and colleague, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

While what we are about to say is far 
from complete and very much a work 
in progress, we believe it is only fair to 
provide the Senate—which has in-
dulged us with many hours of floor 
time to pursue this project—and to 
those who have followed our efforts 
with interest and encouragement to 
lay out the lessons we have learned and 
some general principles which we be-
lieve should guide our national secu-
rity policies in the years ahead. 

At this point, I yield again to my 
partner in these dialogues, Senator 
PAT ROBERTS of Kansas, but first I 
want to thank him for all of his help in 
this undertaking. His experience, his 
good humor and his wisdom have made 
our dialogues both instructive and ex-
tremely enjoyable. I yield to Senator 
ROBERTS. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, with 
all those accolades, the Senator missed 
one—I had one other line in there. 

I commend my good friend for his 
commonsense approach to our coun-
try’s future. I thank him. I applaud 
him for his leadership. He has begun 
what I think is a trail-blazing initia-
tive. This has been, as he has indicated, 
a year-long bipartisan foreign policy 
dialog endeavor. We thank staff and 
various folks on the floor for their pa-
tience. I learned a great deal from the 
distinguished Senator from Georgia. He 
said he learned from me. I learned from 
him. 

As the Senator mentioned, we would 
now like to present our lessons learned 
from our year-long dialogs, these dia-
logs that we began because we both felt 
our foreign policy agenda had run 
aground. We wanted to start a series of 
these dialogs, these debates or col-
loquys, in order to arrive at a con-
sensus concerning the future of our Na-
tion’s foreign and defense policies. 

We condensed our five dialogs into 
seven foreign policy principles. These 
principles are not only a compilation 
of our dialogs, but also a summary of 
the lessons learned from the various 
discussions with colleagues, as the Sen-
ator has indicated, foreign policy 
elites, from academia and the govern-
ment, and from several consultations 
with many military leaders. These 
seven foreign policy principles are sim-
ple. They are realistic. They are sus-
tainable. We believe they would sup-
port and secure our national interests. 
We strongly believe the following prin-
ciples are a step in the right direction. 

We urge the next administration of 
Congress and all of our colleagues in 
the Congress to begin the process of 
trying to articulate a coherent na-
tional security strategy. 

I again yield to the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. CLELAND. Mr. President, these 
are not the ‘‘seven deadly sins,’’ but I 
think in many ways it is a sin if we 

violate these basic fundamental lessons 
that we have learned. 

First and foremost, we believe as a 
nation—including government, media, 
academia, personalities, and other 
leaders—we need to engage in a serious 
and sustained national dialog to do 
several things: First, define our na-
tional interests and differentiate the 
level of interest involved, spell out 
what we should be prepared to do in de-
fense of those interests; second, build a 
bipartisan consensus in support of the 
resulting set of interests and policies. 

As a starting point, within the Sen-
ate, we would encourage the Foreign 
Relations Committee and our own 
Armed Services Committee upon which 
we both sit to hold hearings on the fin-
ished products of the Commission on 
America’s National Interests, the U.S. 
Commission on National Security/21st 
Century and other relevant consider-
ations of these critical topics. 

I yield to the Senator from Kansas.
Mr. ROBERTS. Here is principle No. 

2 that the distinguished Senator and I 
have agreed upon. 

The President and the Congress need 
to, first, find more and better ways to 
increase communications with the 
American public. We both have talked 
about this at length in our previous 
discussion with the American public on 
the realities of our international inter-
ests and the costs of securing them. 

I could go into a long speech on how 
I tried to convince the Kansas wheat 
farmer that first he must have secu-
rity, then he must have stability, then 
he must have an economic future, then 
he may get $4 wheat at the country ele-
vator, but it all starts with security. 

Second, it finds more and better ways 
to increase the exchange of ideas and 
experiences between government and 
the military to avoid the broadening 
lack of military experience in the po-
litical elite. We must find more and 
better ways of ensuring that both the 
executive and legislative branches ful-
fill their constitutional responsibilities 
in national security policy concerning 
military operations other than de-
clared war. 

And, as a result of our second prin-
ciple, Senator CLELAND sponsored the 
bill of which I was proud to cosponsor, 
S. 2851, requiring the President to re-
port on certain information before de-
ployments of armed forces. This bill 
basically requires the President to re-
port information of overt operations 
very similar to the law requiring the 
President to report certain information 
prior to covert operations. It makes 
sense to me. I yield to the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. CLELAND. Third, the President 
and the Congress need to urgently ad-
dress the mismatch between our for-
eign policy ends and means, and be-
tween commitments and forces by: 

Determining the most appropriate in-
strument—diplomatic, military, or 
other—for securing policy objectives; 

Reviewing carefully current Amer-
ican commitments—especially those 
involving troop deployments—includ-
ing the clarity of objectives, and the 
presence of an exit strategy; and 

Increasing the relatively small 
amount of resources devoted to the key 
instruments for securing our national 
interests—all of which can be sup-
ported by the American public, as de-
tailed in ‘‘The Foreign Policy Gap: 
How Policymakers Misread the Public’’ 
from the University of Maryland’s Cen-
ter for International and Security 
Studies. 

These include: 
Armed Forces—which need to be re-

formed to meet the requirements of the 
21st Century; 

Diplomatic Forces; 
Foreign Assistance; 
United Nations Peacekeeping Oper-

ations—which also need to be reformed 
to become much more effective; 

Key Regional Organizations—includ-
ing NATO, the Organization of Amer-
ican States, the Organization for Afri-
can Unity and the Association of South 
East Asian Nations. 

I again yield to Senator ROBERTS.
Mr. ROBERTS. Let’s try principle 

No. 4. We are the only global super-
power, and in order to avoid stimu-
lating the creation of a hostile coali-
tion of other nations, the United 
States should, and can afford to, forego 
unilateralist actions, except where our 
vital national interests are involved. 

The U.S. should pay international 
debt. 

The U.S. must continue to respect 
and honor international commitments 
and not abdicate our global role leader-
ship. 

Finally, the U.S. must avoid unilat-
eral economic and trade sanctions. 
Unilateral sanctions simply don’t work 
as a foreign policy tool. They put 
American businesses, workers, and 
farmers at a huge competitive dis-
advantage. The U.S. needs to take a 
harder look at alternatives, such as 
multilateral pressure and more effec-
tive U.S. diplomacy. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. CLELAND. Fifth, with respect to 
multilateral organizations, the United 
States should: 

More carefully consider NATO’s new 
Strategic Concept, and the future di-
rection of this, our most important 
international commitment; Press for 
reform of the UN’s and Security Coun-
cil’s peacekeeping operations and deci-
sionmaking processes; Fully support 
efforts to strengthen the capabilities of 
regional organizations including the 
European Union, the Organization of 
American States, the Organization for 
African Unity, and the Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations—to deal with 
threats to regional security; and 

Promote a thorough debate, at the 
UN and elsewhere, on proposed stand-
ards for interventions within sovereign 
states. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 11:23 Dec 21, 2004 Jkt 079102 PO 00000 Frm 00141 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR00\S03OC0.005 S03OC0



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE20524 October 3, 2000
I yield to the distinguished Senator 

from Kansas. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Principle No. 6: In 

the post-cold-war world, the U.S. 
should adopt a policy of realistic re-
straint with respect to the use of U.S. 
military force in situations other than 
those involving the defense of vital na-
tional interests. In all other situations, 
we must: Insist on well-defined polit-
ical objectives; determine whether non-
military means will be effective, and if 
so, try them prior to any recourse to 
military force. We should remember 
the quote from General Shelton:

The military is the hammer in our foreign 
policy toolbox but not every problem is a 
nail.

We should ascertain whether mili-
tary means can achieve the political 
objectives.

We should determine whether the 
benefits outweigh the costs (political, 
financial, military), and that we are 
prepared to bear those costs. 

We should determine the ‘‘last step’’ 
we are prepared to take if necessary to 
achieve the objectives. 

I wonder what that last step would 
be. It is one thing to have a cause to 
fight for. It is another thing to have a 
cause that you are willing to die for. In 
too many cases today, it doesn’t seem 
to me that we have the willingness to 
enter into a cause in which we are 
ready to die but it seems to me we are 
sure willing to risk the lives of others 
in regards to limited policy objectives. 
That’s not part of the principle. That’s 
just an observation in regard to the 
last step recommendation.

We should insist that we have a 
clear, concise exit strategy, including 
sufficient consideration of the subse-
quent role of the United States, re-
gional parties, international organiza-
tions and other entities in securing the 
long-term success of the mission—
Kosovo is a great example. 

Finally, insist on Congressional ap-
proval of all deployments other than 
those involving responses to emergency 
situations. 

The Senator referred to the amend-
ment introduced by the distinguished 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, Senator WARNER, and that of 
Senator BYRD. I voted for that. I do not 
think it was an abdication of our re-
sponsibilities. 

Again, those of us in Congress, the 
majority, should approve all deploy-
ments other than those involving re-
sponses to emergency situations. 

I yield to the Senator. 
Mr. CLELAND. Beautifully said. I 

could not have said it better, nor con-
cur more.

Finally, the United States can, and 
must, continue to exercise inter-
national leadership, while following a 
policy of realistic restraint in the use 
of military forces in particular, by: 

Pursuing policies that promote a 
strong and growing economy, which is 

the essential underpinning of any na-
tion’s strength; maintaining superior, 
ready and mobile armed forces, capable 
of rapidly responding to threats to our 
national interests; strengthening the 
non-military tools discussed above for 
securing our national interests; and 
making a long-term commitment to 
promoting democracy abroad via a 
comprehensive, sustained program 
which makes a realistic assessment of 
the capabilities of such a program as 
described by Thomas Carothers in his 
excellent primer on ‘‘Aiding Democ-
racy Abroad: The Learning Curve’’. 

I hope it is very clear that Senator 
ROBERTS and I are not advocating a re-
treat from America’s global leadership 
role, and are not advocating a new 
form of isolationism. We both believe 
our country has substantial and ines-
capable self-interests which necessitate 
our leadership. However, when it comes 
to the way we exercise that leadership, 
especially when it involves military 
force, we do believe that our national 
interests sometimes require that we 
use restraint. The alternatives—wheth-
er a unilateralism which imposes di-
rect resource costs far beyond what the 
Congress or the American people have 
shown a willingness to finance or an 
isolationism which would fail to secure 
our national interests in this increas-
ingly interconnected world—are, in our 
judgment, unacceptable. 

Over the course of these dialogues, 
Senator ROBERTS and I have both 
turned to the following words from the 
editor of the publication National In-
terest, Owen Harries:

I advocate restraint because every domi-
nant power in the last four centuries that 
has not practiced it—that has been exces-
sively intrusive and demanding—has ulti-
mately been confronted by a hostile coali-
tion of other powers. Americans may believe 
that their country, being exceptional, need 
have no worries in this respect. I do not 
agree. It is not what Americans think of the 
United States but what others think of it 
that will decide the matter.

On his desk at the Pentagon when he 
was Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, Colin Powell kept a quote from 
the great Athenian historian 
Thucydides:

Of all manifestations of power, restraint 
impresses men most.

With great thanks to my distin-
guished colleague, Senator ROBERTS, 
and to the Senate, I conclude these dia-
logs on the global role of the United 
States. I yield the floor.

EXHIBIT 1
COMMISSION ON AMERICA’S NATIONAL 

INTERESTS—EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
This report of the Commission on Amer-

ica’s National Interests focuses on one core 
issue: what are U.S. national interests 
today? The U.S. enters a new century as the 
world’s most powerful nation, but too often 
seems uncertain of its direction. We hope to 
encourage serious debate about what must 
become an essential foundation for a suc-
cessful American foreign policy: America’s 

interests. We have sought to identify the 
central questions about American interests. 
Presuming no monopoly of wisdom, we nev-
ertheless state our own best answers to these 
questions as clearly and precisely as we 
can—not abstractly or diplomatically. Clear 
assertions that some interests are more im-
portant than others will unavoidably give of-
fense. We persist—with apologies—since our 
aim is to catalyze debate about the most im-
portant U.S. national interests. Our six prin-
cipal conclusions are these: 

America advantaged.—Today the U.S. has 
greater power and fewer adversaries than 
ever before in American history. Relative to 
any potential competitor, the U.S. is more 
powerful, more wealthy, and more influen-
tial than any nation since the Roman em-
pire. With these extraordinary advantages, 
America today is uniquely positioned to 
shape the international system to promote 
international peace and prosperity for dec-
ades or even generations to come. 

America adrift.—Great power implies great 
responsibility. But in the wake of the Cold 
War, the U.S. has lost focus. After four dec-
ades of unprecedented single-mindedness in 
containing Soviet Communist expansion, the 
United States has seen a decade of ad hoc 
fits and starts. A defining feature of Amer-
ican engagement in recent years has been 
confusion. The reasons why are not difficult 
to identify. From 1945 to 1989, containment 
of expansionist Soviet communism provided 
the fixed point for the compass of American 
engagement in the world. It concentrated 
minds in a deadly competition with the So-
viet Union in every region of the world; mo-
tivated and sustained the build-up of large, 
standing military forces and nuclear arse-
nals with tens of thousands of weapons; and 
precluded the development of truly global 
systems and the possibility of cooperation to 
address global challenges from trade to envi-
ronmental degradation. In 1989 the Cold War 
ended in a stunning, almost unimaginable 
victory that erased this fixed point from the 
globe. Most of the coordinates by which 
Americans gained their bearings in the world 
have now been consigned to history’s 
dustbin: the Berlin Wall, a divided Germany, 
the Iron Curtain, captive nations of the War-
saw Pact, communism on the march, and, fi-
nally, the Soviet Union. Absent a compelling 
cause and understandable coordinates, Amer-
ica remains a superpower adrift. 

Opportunities missed and threats emerg-
ing.—Because of the absence of coherent, 
consistent, purposive U.S. leadership in the 
years since the Cold War, the U.S. is missing 
one-time-only opportunities to advance 
American interests and values. Fitful en-
gagement actually invites the emergence of 
new threats, from nuclear weapons-usable 
material unaccounted for in Russia and as-
sertive Chinese risk-taking, to the prolifera-
tion of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) 
and the unexpectedly rapid emergence of bal-
listic missile threats. 

The foundation for sustainable American 
foreign policy.—The only sound foundation 
for a sustainable American foreign policy is 
a clear sense of America’s national interests. 
Only a foreign policy grounded in America’s 
national interests can identify priorities for 
American engagement in the world. Only 
such a policy will allow America’s leaders to 
explain persuasively how and why American 
citizens should support expenditures of 
American treasure or blood. 

The hierarchy of American national inter-
ests.—Clarity about American national in-
terests demands that the current generation 
of American leaders think harder about 
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international affairs than they have ever 
been required to do. During the Cold War we 
had clearer, simpler answers to questions 
about American national interests. Today we 
must confront again the central questions: 
Which regions and issues should Americans 
care about—for example, Bosnia, Rwanda, 
Russia, Mexico, Africa, East Asia, or the 
Persian Gulf? Which issues matter most—for 
example, opening markets for trade, invest-
ment opportunities, weapons of mass de-
struction (WMD), international crime and 
drugs, the environment, or human rights? 
Why should Americans care? How much 
should citizens be prepared to pay to address 
these threats or seize these opportunities? 

The Commission has identified a hierarchy 
of U.S. national interests: ‘‘vital interests,’’ 
‘‘extremely important interests,’’ ‘‘impor-
tant interests,’’ and ‘‘less important or sec-
ondary interests.’’ This Report states our 
own best judgment about which specific 
American national interests are vital, which 
are extremely important, and which are just 
important. Readers will note a sharp con-
trast between the expansive, vague asser-
tions about vital interests in most discussion 
today, and the Commission’s sparse list. 
While others have claimed that America has 
vital interests from the Balkans and the Bal-
tics to pandemics and Taiwan, the Commis-
sion identifies only five vital U.S. national 
interests today. These are (1) to prevent, 
deter, and reduce the threat of nuclear, bio-
logical, and chemical weapons attacks on the 
United States or its military forces abroad; 
(2) to ensure U.S. allies’ survival and their 
active cooperation with the U.S. in shaping 
an international system in which we can 
thrive; (3) to prevent the emergence of hos-
tile major powers or failed states on U.S. 
borders; (4) to ensure the viability and sta-
bility of major global systems (trade, finan-
cial markets, supplies of energy, and the en-
vironment); and (5) to establish productive 
relations, consistent with American national 
interests, with nations that could become 
strategic adversaries, China and Russia. 

Challenges for the decade ahead.—Develop-
ments around the world pose threats to U.S. 
interests and present opportunities for ad-
vancing Americans’ well-being. Because the 
United States is so predominant in the eco-
nomic, technical, and military realms, many 
politicians and pundits fall victim to a rhet-
oric of illusion. They imagine that as the 
sole superpower, the U.S. can simply in-
struct other nations to do this or stop that 
and expect them to do it. But consider how 
many American presidents have come and 
gone since President Kennedy consigned 
Fidel Castro to the dustbin of history. Stu-
dents of history will recognize a story-line in 
which a powerful state emerges (even if acci-
dentally), engenders resentment (even when 
it acts benevolently), succumbs to the arro-
gance of power, and thus provokes new 
threats, from individual acts of terrorism to 
hostile coalitions of states. Because Amer-
ica’s resources are limited, U.S. foreign pol-
icy must be selective in choosing which 
issues to address seriously. The proper basis 
for making such judgments is a lean, hier-
archical conception of what American na-
tional interests are and what they are not. 
Media attention to foreign affairs reflects 
access to vivid, compelling images on a 
screen, without much consideration of the 
importance of the U.S. interest threatened. 
Graphic international problems like Bosnia 
or Kosovo make consuming claims on Amer-
ican foreign policy to the neglect of issues of 
greater importance, like the rise of Chinese 
power, the unprecedented risks of nuclear 

proliferation, the opportunity to increase 
the openness of the international trading 
and financial systems, or the future of Mex-
ico. 

Based on its assessment of specific threats 
to and opportunities for U.S. national inter-
ests in the final years of the century, the 
Commission has identified six cardinal chal-
lenges for the next U.S. president: 

Strengthen strategic partnerships with 
Japan and the European allies despite the 
absence of an overwhelming, immediate 
threat; 

Facilitate China’s entry onto the world 
stage without disruption; 

Prevent loss of control of nuclear weapons 
and nuclear weapons-usable materials, and 
contain the proliferation of biological and 
chemical weapons; 

Prevent Russia’s reversion to 
authoritarianism or disintegration into 
chaos; 

Maintain the United States’ singular lead-
ership, military, and intelligence capabili-
ties, and its international credibility; and 

Marshal unprecedented economic, techno-
logical, military, and political advantages to 
shape a twenty-first century global system 
that promotes freedom, peace, and pros-
perity for Americans, our allies, and the 
world. 

For each of these challenges, and others, 
our stated hierarchy of U.S. national inter-
ests provides coordinates by which to navi-
gate the uncertain, fast-changing inter-
national terrain in the decade ahead.

SUMMARY OF U.S. NATIONAL INTERESTS 
Vital 

Vital national interests are conditions 
that are strictly necessary to safeguard and 
enhance Americans’ survival and well-being 
in a free and secure nation. 

Vital U.S. national interests are to: 
1. Prevent, deter, and reduce the threat of 

nuclear, biological, and chemical weapons 
attacks on the United States or its military 
forces abroad; 

2. Ensure U.S. allies’ survival and their ac-
tive cooperation with the U.S. in shaping an 
international system in which we can thrive; 

3. Prevent the emergence of hostile major 
powers or failed states on U.S. borders; 

4. Ensure the viability and stability of 
major global systems (trade, financial mar-
kets, supplies of energy, and the environ-
ment); and 

5. Establish productive relations, con-
sistent with American national interests, 
with nations that could become strategic ad-
versaries, China and Russia. 

Instrumentally, these vital interests will 
be enhanced and protected by promoting sin-
gular U.S. leadership, military and intel-
ligence capabilities, credibility (including a 
reputation for adherence to clear U.S. com-
mitments and even-handedness in dealing 
with other states), and strengthening crit-
ical international institutions—particularly 
the U.S. alliance system around the world.
Extremely Important 

Extremely important national interests 
are conditions that, if compromised, would 
severely prejudice but not strictly imperil 
the ability of the U.S. government to safe-
guard and enhance the well-being of Ameri-
cans in a free and secure nation. 

Extremely important U.S. national inter-
ests are to: 

1. Prevent, deter, and reduce the threat of 
the use of nuclear, biological, or chemical 
weapons anywhere; 

2. Prevent the regional proliferation of 
WMD and delivery systems; 

3. Promote the acceptance of international 
rules of law and mechanisms for resolving or 
managing disputes peacefully; 

4. Prevent the emergence of a regional 
hegemon in important regions, especially 
the Persian Gulf; 

5. Promote the well-being of U.S. allies and 
friends and protect them from external ag-
gression; 

6. Promote democracy, prosperity, and sta-
bility in the Western Hemisphere; 

7. Prevent, manage, and, if possible at rea-
sonable cost, end major conflicts in impor-
tant geographic regions; 

8. Maintain a lead in key military-related 
and other strategic technologies, particu-
larly information systems; 

9. Prevent massive, uncontrolled immigra-
tion across U.S. borders; 

10. Suppress terrorism (especially state-
sponsored terrorism), transnational crime, 
and drug trafficking; and 

11. Prevent genocide.
Important 

Important national interests are condi-
tions that, if compromised, would have 
major negative consequences for the ability 
of the U.S. government to safeguard and en-
hance the well-being of Americans in a free 
and secure nation. 

Important U.S. national interests are to: 
1. Discourage massive human rights viola-

tions in foreign countries; 
2. Promote pluralism, freedom, and democ-

racy in strategically important states as 
much as is feasible without destabilization; 

3. Prevent and, if possible at low cost, end 
conflicts in strategically less significant geo-
graphic regions; 

4. Protect the lives and well-being of Amer-
ican citizens who are targeted or taken hos-
tage by terrorist organizations; 

5. Reduce the economic gap between rich 
and poor nations; 

6. Prevent the nationalization of U.S.-
owned assets abroad; 

7. Boost the domestic output of key stra-
tegic industries and sectors; 

8. Maintain an edge in the international 
distribution of information to ensure that 
American values continue to positively in-
fluence the cultures of foreign nations; 

9. Promote international environmental 
policies consistent with long-term ecological 
requirements; and 

10. Maximize U.S.-GNP growth from inter-
national trade and investment. 

Instrumentally, the important U.S. na-
tional interests are to maintain a strong UN 
and other regional and functional coopera-
tive mechanisms. 
Less Important or Secondary 

Less important or secondary national in-
terests are not unimportant. They are im-
portant and desirable conditions, but ones 
that have little direct impact on the ability 
of the U.S. government to safeguard and en-
hance the well-being of Americans in a free 
and secure nation. 

Less important or secondary U.S. national 
interests include: 

1. Balancing bilateral trade deficits; 
2. Enlarging democracy everywhere for its 

own sake; 
3. Preserving the territorial integrity or 

particular political constitution of other 
states everywhere; and 

4. Enhancing exports of specific economic 
sectors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Alabama is 
recognized. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I have 
been fascinated and informed by the 
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colloquy that has been ongoing be-
tween the Senator from Kansas and the 
Senator from Georgia. I have been hon-
ored to serve on the Armed Services 
Committee with the two of them. I 
know they take these issues seriously, 
and it is, indeed, appropriate we begin 
to think through clearly what the role 
of the United States is and what the 
role of Congress is in establishing U.S. 
policy. 

I thank them for those observations. 
They are very valuable. I agree with 
them that we need to involve the 
American people in this. The great 
American experiment that has guided 
us so far has allowed the people to rule. 
We do not need to do it under the table 
without full and open debate. 

I strongly believe we must not as a 
nation abdicate our ability to act uni-
laterally when our national interest is 
at stake, or else why have we invested 
so greatly to establish this magnificent 
military? We cannot rely on a majority 
vote of the U.N. We cannot rely on the 
fact that we may override or avoid a 
veto in the Security Council. We have 
to be prepared to take care of our own 
interests. I thank my colleagues for 
the dialog. 

f 

ENERGY 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, en-
ergy prices are going up; gasoline 
prices are up. I doubt there are many 
families who do not spend $60 a month 
on gasoline. Those who commute, those 
who have children with vehicles, a hus-
band and wife working may have two 
or three vehicles per family and not be 
wealthy. They may be paying $100 a 
month or more for gasoline. If they 
were paying $60 a month for gasoline 18 
months ago, they are now paying over 
$90 a month. If they were paying $100 a 
month last year, they are probably 
paying over $150 a month this year. 

That is $50 a month or $30 a month, 
perhaps more in some families, with-
drawn from the usable income of that 
family, money with which they no 
longer can buy shoes, a new set of tires 
for their car, to go on a vacation with 
their children, take the kids to a ball 
game, buy shoes for them to play soc-
cer or basketball, baseball, or volley 
ball. That is $50 a month extra of 
aftertax money that American citizens 
had 15, 18 months ago and no longer 
have today. That is because the price 
of energy has gone up. 

In addition, businesses are facing 
those same increases. I traveled a cou-
ple of months ago with a full-time 
truck driver and his wife. I traveled 
from north of Birmingham to Clanton 
to Montgomery and discussed with 
them the problems they are facing. 
They are paying up to $800 to $1,000 a 
month extra to operate their truck. 
They try to pass it on, which increases 
the costs down the road, but they are 
not able to pass it all on and it is re-

ducing their standard of living. They 
have, in fact, less money with which to 
go to the store and buy products. 

What does that ultimately mean? It 
means there are going to be fewer 
widgets bought, there are going to be 
fewer shoes bought, there are going to 
be fewer new cars bought, fewer new 
houses bought and many other things 
we would like to purchase. We will not 
be able to purchase those items be-
cause OPEC, through its price-gouging 
cartel, has fixed the oil and gas prices 
and driven them up to an extraor-
dinary degree. As a result, it is hurting 
us. We know this. We know the econ-
omy appears to have some slowing. We 
know that profit margins across the 
board have been shrinking signifi-
cantly, and we know that higher en-
ergy costs are a big reason for that. 

I say that because we are talking 
about some very big issues. If you do 
not have money to purchase, let’s say 
you purchase 8 things this month in-
stead of what you would normally pur-
chase, 10, there is somebody who would 
have made those other 2 items, some-
body who would have sold those other 2 
items; they may not be able to con-
tinue to do that. What does that do to 
the producing business? It puts stress 
on them. It can cool off this robust 
economy with which we have been 
blessed for quite a number of years. 

Kofi Annan, the Secretary General of 
the U.N., wrote an editorial recently 
which I was pleased to read. He pointed 
out how it hurts poor nations more 
than wealthy nations, but it hurts 
wealthy nations, too. Wealthy nations 
are hurt when poor nations do not have 
money to buy products from us. We sell 
all over the world. Whatever cools off 
the entire world economy cools off the 
American economy and jeopardizes 
jobs. 

What caused us to come to this 
point? I say with confidence that it is 
the Clinton-Gore policies, primarily 
Vice President AL GORE’s energy poli-
cies, that have been involved here. The 
simple fact is that those policies are 
driven by and motivated at the deepest 
level by his adoption of a radical, no-
growth agenda that is playing in his 
book. He set it out some years ago. 
People are astounded when they read 
that book because he is deeply reveal-
ing of a philosophy that we ought to 
reduce spending on energy and that 
will somehow drive up costs and we 
will use less oil, less gas, we will ride 
bicycles and use solar cells, and that is 
how we are going to meet our national 
energy policy. 

The trouble is that solar cells cost 4, 
5, 10 times as much as fossil fuels do to 
produce energy. Who is going to pay for 
that? Working Americans are going to 
pay for that while some elite people 
think it is a cool idea and for which 
they are not paying the price. They can 
afford to pay it perhaps. We are into 
that mood now. This radical agenda is 

demonstrated by the policies that have 
been carried out systematically since 
this administration took office. 

It has been steady, and it has been 
regular. They have not said our policy 
is to raise prices. They are too clever 
for that. They are not going to allow 
that spin to get about. What have they 
done against the consistent opposition 
of Members in this body who have 
warned over and over that reducing 
production of American fuels was going 
to lead us to a crisis? What have they 
done? They have opposed drilling in the 
ANWR region of Alaska which has huge 
reserves equal to 30 years of the pro-
duction in Saudi Arabia. This one little 
area amounts to the size of Dulles Air-
port. It is a very small area with huge 
reserves. They vetoed legislation that 
would have allowed us to produce oil 
and gas to help meet our needs. Over 
vigorous debate in this Senate and a 
strong majority vote, it was vetoed by 
the Clinton-Gore administration. 

What else? They steadfastly oppose 
nuclear power. France has gone from 60 
percent of their power nuclear to 80 
percent. Industrialized nations realize 
it is the cleanest, safest of all sources 
of energy with unlimited capacity to 
produce electricity, with no air pollu-
tion—virtually no air pollution, and 
only a small amount of waste that we 
can easily store in the Nevada desert. 
Oh, no, President Clinton and Vice 
President GORE vetoed the ability for 
us to store that waste in the Nevada 
desert, therefore, helping shut down 
our nuclear energy. We have not 
brought on a nuclear plant in over 20 
years in this country. 

We are denying ourselves that capac-
ity to produce energy. There are huge 
reserves of natural gas in the Rocky 
Mountain areas. Natural gas is the 
cleanest burning of all our fossil fuels. 
All our electric-generating plants 
today are natural gas plants. We are 
hitting a crisis in the production of 
natural gas. They refuse to allow those 
Federal lands in the Rocky Mountain 
areas, almost all of it owned by the 
Federal Government, to produce nat-
ural gas, which isn’t a dangerous fuel 
to produce. It doesn’t pour oil all out 
on the ground; it is an evaporative gas. 
It is safe to produce. Certainly we 
could do that. 

They are opposed to drilling offshore. 
In fact, Vice President GORE, during 
his campaigning in New Hampshire, 
promised not only to not approve any 
additional offshore drilling of natural 
gas but to consider rolling back exist-
ing leases that have already been 
issued. 

How are we going to meet our energy 
needs for natural gas if we cannot 
produce it? There are many other areas 
where, through regulation, we basi-
cally shut off coal as a viable option 
for expanding our energy needs. In fact, 
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